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SUMMARY

• The rural population of the Upper East Tennessee Valley is
made up largely of older people. The modal and median age of
household heads is about 50 years. One-fourth of the household
heads are between 45 and 54. The median age of household heads
is advancing. By 1967 it wiltl likely be even older-a-bout 55.
• The advanced age is reflected in the proportion of people
who are employab~e. While median size of household is three
members and median number of aduIts two, only 5 percent have
more than one employa:ble male and 46 percent have no employable males in the household.
• Rural areas contain muah nonvarm aotivity. Sixty percent
of the households have at least one nonfarm worker. About half
of the rurall households sell no agricultural products .and are
class,ified as nonfarm households, and about half of the farm
households have more nonfarm income than farm s'ales.
• There is also some farm activity among rural nonfarm
households. More than a third have 3 acres or more of land, and
about 1 in 5 households produced as muoh as $150 in farm
products for home consumption.
J

• Dairy and tobacco are the major farm enterprises in the
area. Almost 60 percent of the farms sold dairy products and/or
tobacco and nothing else of importance. More than 80 percent had
one of these enterprises.
• The people in the area have an average net worth of almost
$12,000. Eighty-two percent of all households and 84 percent of
farm operators are landowners. Only 21 percent of the households
have real estate debts. Total debts per household average only
$1,100. Less than a third owe $1,000 or more.
• Much of the total income is noncash in nature and from
nonfarm sources. Fifty-seven percent have over $3,000 net earnings from all sources. Only 2 percent of the households have more
than $3,000 in net cash farm income. On the other hand, 43 percent have that much in net cash income from all sources. Median
earnings per person amount to $1,000. An average of $900 of total
earnings is in the form of home-produced products used by the
family.

• There is considerable· underemployment in the area. About
half of the households could do more work than they now do;
however; only one-fourth of them could furnish one full-time
worker in addition to the present work done. About two-thirds
of the households with at least one excess worker have someone
who would like to obtain a nonfarm job.
• There are essentially two large economic groups of households in the area: I-Households
with earning and adjustment
possibilities limi,ted because of age, physical handicap, widowhood,
lack of education, etc., of the household head; and II-households
with adjustment possibilities, including households with younger
male heads who have no restricting characteristic. Fifty-nine percent of the ·househoMs were in group I and 41 percent in group II.
Within each group of househoJds are many individuals who may
make a:djustments. These are the ones who are or soon will be in
the labor pool. They include those young people who are completing
school and becoming old enough to form their own households.
About 6.7 percent of the total population is made up of people who
are between the ages of 14 and 25 and who have completed at least
8 years of schooling. About 2 percent of the population now enters
this age group each year, but the rate will soon become lower.
• Solutions to problems of the different adjustment group~
are interrellated. As resources are released by group I through
retirement, they will be available to the other group for enlarging
or establishing their businesses. If the older group can be made
self-suffident, it will relieve the burdens of the other group. If
house1holdsin group II can obtain enough resources to expand their
businesses, this will provide employment for themselves and the
younger individuals. If the individuals can find empJoyment, they
can contribute to community welfare rather than look to the
community for support. Anyone who tries to solve problems of
one group should also consider the effect on other groups.
• The households as units are stable; however, individuals
tend to be mobile. More than half of the household heads have
lived in the same house for at least 10 years. Half of the households have had members who obtained nonfarm jobs within the
last 7 years and about half of these jobs were 100 or more miles
from home.
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Resources and Incomes

of
Rural Upper East Tennessee Volley People
-A progress report of a study of economic status
and opportunities

of rural people

H. A. Hendersonl
I INTRODUCTION

Some farming areas have responded to changing technology
and economic conditions by population migration and expansion of
farm size. Others, including the Appalachian hill and valley area,
have responded wi,th part-time farming and intensificaJtion---'but
not enough to avoid low incomes. This s,tudy was made to learn
how widely low incomes persist in the area and to take an inventory of the resources that individual households' use to produce
incomes.
Objectives

of This Study

This report is intended only to give a general description of
conditions existing at the time of the study. Specific objectives
were: 1) to descdbe resources of the area; 2) to determine the
major uses of the resources; 3) to describe the general income
levels and economic status of the people; and 4) to point out in
general terms some adjustment problems as indicated by the
resources and known trends in the area.
This is the first of a proposed series of reports on the problem.
The following topics are to be presented in future publications of
the cooperating agencies: comparison of this area with others; the
relationship between different
characterisltics
and activities;
analysis of causes to present conditions; and prospects for improving the economic status of household members.
This study is intended to help rural leaders and analysts to
understand the situation. It should provide background information
that will be useful in carrying out the cooperaJtive Federal-State
Agricultural Economist, Farm Economics Research Division, Agricultural Research
Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture. This study was conducted cooperatively by
the Tennessee Agricultural Experiment Station and the Agricultural Research Service,
U. S. Department of Agriculture.

l

Rural Development Program and other programs oriented specifically toward economic development of low-income areas. The
anticipated future reports will be directed toward an understanding of what caused the present economic status of the people and
how it can be improved.
Source of Data

Interviews with 506 randomly-selected heads of rural farm and
rural nonfarm households provide the data for this report. The
collection of data was completed early in 1958. These data describe
the status of rural households at the beginning of 1958 and
economic activities of the households during the previous year.
Location of Area

The area selected for study extends from about 10 miles north-

Ky.
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•

N.C .
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• Asheville

s. C.

Ga.
= 50
Figure 1.

miles

Location of study area.

east of Knoxville to the Virginia and North Carolina lines. It runs
with the Great Valley of East Tennessee ahout 120 miles in a
northeast-southwest direction; it averwges about 35 miles in width
and reaches from the foothills of the Cumberland Mountains on
the northwest to the top of the Unakas on the southeast (fig. 1) .
. The sample area wa,s selected because it was believed to represent
the large hill-and-valley area of the Southern Appalachians. It
indudes seven counties-Grainger,
Greene, Hamblen, Hawkins,
Jefferson, Sullivan, and Washington. The data are statistically
representative of rural areas of the sample counties. General findings, however, should apply to the larger area.
Economic History

Settlement of the area began in 1768 and fairly rapid economic
development was begun. By 1859 per capita value added by manufacturing was 16 percent that of the nation as a whole. Disruption
from the Civil War reduced it to 10 percent, and the area did not
regain its original position until about 1900. By 1947, per capita
value added by manufacturing in the area had reached 87 percent
of the national average and by 1954, ilt exceeded the national
average. Early development indicated that the area would be one
of heavy industry. Since the Civil War, however, light industry
has predominated.
The area has recently exrperienced considerable grawth of small
industries. These industries are dispersed throughout the area
rather than concentrated in large metropolitan centers, and farm
and nonfarm economies are now consider'ably integrated.
Within the area, there are sizable differences in county
development. In 1954, per capita value added by manufacturing
varied from $11 in Grainger County to $1,530 in Sullivan County.
II RESOURCES
People

Average Age of Household Heads Advancing
Household heads in the area are largely older people. Almost
a fifth are 65 years of age or older; another fifth are between 55
and 64. In the largest group, which makes up more than a fourth
of the total, household heads are between 45 and 54 (fig. 2). The
median age of farm household heads is 52. This is 7 years older
than the age of the nonfarm heads which is 45. Forty-two percent
7
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Age distribution of 506 rural household heads, Upper East Tennessee Valley, 1957.
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of the farm-but
only 29 percent of the nonfarm-household
heads
are 55 years old and over. With normal mortality, at least onefourth of the ,present households will be dissolved by death during
the next 10 years.
Problems of advancing age will become increasingly important
during the immediate future if normal migra.tion and other trends
continue. The median age of household heads is expected to
increase 5 years by 1967.2
Problems of the aging are not confined
they may be more prevalent here than in
Sixty-two percent of the sample household
compared with 50 percent of all household

to this area
the nation as
heads are 45
heads of the

only, but
a whole.
and over
U. S.3

Educational Attainment Low, Enrollment High
Almoslt one-fourth of the household heads in the sample had
had less than 5 years of formal schooling (fig. 3). Only 25 percent
2 Median age of expected
survivors from the present household heads plus the same
number of new persons under 25 as are now under 25. That age may be even higher
because many of the husband-wife households will have surviving widow heads about the
same age as the deceased husband.
3 U. S. data from: Household and Family Characteristics:
March 1958, U. S. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census Series P-20, No. 88, Table 4.
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had had any high school education and only 1 percent had COOllpoletedcollege.
The percentage of people enrolled in school in Tennessee ig
higher than that for the nation as a whole. Of the total Tennessee
P'Opulation,22.2 percent is enrolled compared with only 19.0 percent
for the United States. Of the people of school a'ge in Tennessee,
87.1 percent are in school compared with only 83.6 percent for the
Nation.4
Part of the explana,tion of the current low average grade completed when enrollment is high oan be explained by two things: 1)
the older people in the present population attended school fewer
years than the present younger people, and 2) the older people
make up a high percentage of the P'OPulation. Only one-fourth of
the male heads of households had completed any high school while
more than half of their adult sons at home had completed some
• See U. S. Department
of Health,
Education
and Welfare:
in the United States, 1954-56, Chapter
2, pp 62-63.
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high school. Another major cause is that the younger and better
educated persons have migrated from the area. Of those who
migrated between 1951 and 1957, 41 percent had completed high
school, while only 18 percent of the nonmigrant adults had completed high school (fig. 4). Of the adult sons at home, only 19
percent had completed high school.
Many Single Household Heads
Husband-wife households made up 82 percent of the total.
Eighteen percent were single heads-either
they had never
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married or were no longer living with their mates. Eleven percent
of the household heads were single females-main'ly widows.
Household Size Large but Workers Are Few
Many of the households are large but witih few men unrestricted in their ability to provide a high average income.
Almost two-thirds of the households had two, three, or four
members, with a:bout one-fifth of all households in each group.
One-sixth of the households had six or more persons (fig. 5).
About half of the households had only two persons 14 years of
age and over. Few of the very large households were made up
entirely of adults.
Almost half of the households had no male of an age normally
acceptable as new employees in indu&try (18 to 45)5 and without
• Employment security personnel report that they have difficulty in placing workers in
new jobs if they are over 25, and persons over 45 must be handled on a special basis.
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a noted handicap. Only 5 percent had more than one employable
male.
Land in Small Units

Small units of land characterize the area. Almost half (47.2
percent) of the households controlled (lea,sed or owned and not
rented out) Jess than 10 acres each. Only 12.7 percent had 100
acres or more. The median size of unit was aJbourt12 acres. Fifteen
percent of the nonfarm households had 10 or more acres of land.
The total acreage per household may seem to be more adequate
than it is. Much of the land is suitable only for forest or recreational use. In 1957, two-thirds of the households had less than 10
acres of cropland, including idle land and land in long rotation
(fig. 6).
Of the nonfarm households interviewed, 97 percent had less
than 10 acres of cropland, although 15 percent had 100 acres or
more of total land.
Sixty percent of the farms had less than 20 acres of cropland
and 40 percent less than 10 acres. Distribution of cropland acreage
was as follows:
Acres of cropland
Under 10
10 to 19
.
20 to 49 _.
50 or' more

iPercent of farms
.

.

.

AO

..

20
24
16

..
..,

The cropland in the area lies in small "patohes" and "strips"
separated by mountains and ridges which makes recombination
into larger units difficult.
Family Net Worth

Averages

Almost

$12,000

Median net worth per family was about $7,000 and average net
woroth $11,700. The assets included all farm and nonfarm real
estate, lives,tock, farm machinery, and all nonfarm investments.
All debrts-whe1/her personal or business, or mortgage or nonmortgage-were
included as liabilities. The net worth estimate,
therefore, underestimates the true net worth by the value of
materials on hand, personal property not used in the business, and
probably some underenumeration of liquid assets.
Households varied widely so far as net worth was concerned.
For example, reported liabilities were larger than reported assets
in 8 percent of the households, whereas 18 percent reported net
worth in excess of $16,000 (fig. 7). Farm households had larger
13
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net worths than nonfarm households. Sixty-one percent of the
farm households but only 20 percent of the nonfarm households
had $8,000 or more net worth.
Few Debts

Only 21 percent of the households had debts secured by real
estate mortgages, and only 41 percent had other loans. Based on
households reporting specified loans, the average size of real estate
loan was $3,100 and the average size of other loans was $1,100.
When all households were considered, the average was $600 real
estate debt and· $500 non-real estate debt per household, which
made a total average indebtedness of $1,100 fOr all households.
When the average of all debts of $1,100 was compared with a
total investment of $12,800, the ratio of debt to net worth was
only 1 to 10. Olaims on total investment of the average household
were as follows:
14

Percent

DolI.rs

CI.im
Real estate debt
Other debt
Total debt
Net worth
Total investment

600
500

5
4

1,100
11,700

9
91

12,800

100

Households varied considerably in amount of total debt load.
Almost half had no debts, one-fourth had debts of less than $1,000,
while others owed up to $18,000. The number and percentage of
households with specified debt loads were:
Total debt load

Households

No debt

_

Under $1,000

_

$ 1,000 to $ 1,999
$ 2,000 to $ 2,999

_
_

$ 3,000
$ 4,000
$ 5,000
$10,000

to
to
to
to

Total

$ 3,999
$ 4,999
$ 9,999
$18,000

Number
237

_
_
_
_
_

15

Percent
47

131
44
32
24

26
9

9

2

18
11

2

506

100

6

5
3

III
Nonfarm

ECONOMIC

Activity

More

ACTIVITIES

Important

Than Farming

Forty-three percent of the heads of rural households considered
nonfamn wage or salary work their major economic activity, and
38 percent considered agriculture their major activity (table 1).
Almost 4 percent were self-employed. Noncommeroial activities
occupied 15 percent of the household heads. About half of these
were housewives-mainly
widows, and half were either retir'ed
because of age or otherwise unable to work.
When households were compared as to source of income, about
half were farm and half were nonfarm (table 2). About half of
the farms were part-time f'arms.
Less than 10 percent of the farms sold more than $5,000 worth
of farm products each, and almost half sold less than $1,200.
Almost three-fourths of those with less than $1,200 farm sales
were part-time farms.

Table 1.

Major Economic Activities

Reported,

Upper East Tennessee

506 Heads of Rural Households,

Valley, 1957.
Household heads

Major activity reported

Percent
Agriculture:
Farmope

rato r

Farm wage

_

worker

_

Tot aI agr icu Itu re

_

Nonfarm workers:
Self-employed

.

Wage or salary worker
Mi lit ary serv ice

.

-----------------------------------------------------_

Tota I nonfarm

_

Not employed:
Housekeeper

_

Looking

for

work

Retired,

unable

.

to work

_

Total not employed
household

_
_

Other

All

_

..

_

heads

_

1,6

35.6
2.8
38.4

3.6
42.8
.2
46.6

6.5
.8
6.9
.8
15.0
100

Table 2.

Economic Classification,
Upper East Tennessee

506 Rural Households,
Valley,

1957.

Economic class

Households
No.

Percent

Nonfarm households
Producing $150 or more farm products,

other than garden'

Producing $150 or more farm products including garden,
less than $150 farm products other than garden
Producing less than $150 of farm products

39

7.7

30
180

5.9
35.6

but

-------Total nonfarm

249

49.2

16
28

3.2
5.5
9.5
6.7

farm households'
Full·time with sales of$5,000 or more
$2,500 to $4,999
$1,200 to $2,499
$1 to $1,1 99

.__...

48
. 34

Total full-time farm

-------

..

Part-time with sales of_3
$5,000 or more
$2,500 to $4,999
..

All households

1

..

24.9

7
8

1.4
1.6

.____________28
88

5.5
17.4

..__..
..

$1,200 to $2,499
$1 to $1, 199
..__..
Total part-time
Total all farm

126

..__.._..
__

__ ..

.... __

-------

farm

.________________________________________
131
257
..

....

..

506

25.9
50.8
100.0

Classed residential farms by census definition if 3 or more acres of land.

• A farm consists of 3 or more acres which produce $150 or more of farm products of
which some are sold, or less than 3 acres from which $150 or more of farm products
are sold.
3

Operators worked 100 or more days off the farm, or family incomes from nonfarm
sources amounted to more than farm sales. In the census definition, only farms with
$250to $1,199 sales are included as part-time farms.

Many of the part-time farmers, as defined in this study, sold
more than $1,200 in farm products, the limit used in the census
definition. One-twelfth of all households, one-sixth of all farms,
and one-third of all part-time farms were part-time farms with
farm sales in excess of $1,200. These households had substantial
farming operations, yet farming was secondary to nonfarm activities. The 257 farmers had sales as follows:
17

Economic class of farm

Farms
Percent

Full-time farms with sales of$5,000 or more

6

$2,500 to $4,999

11

$1,200 to $2,499

19

$1 to $1,199

13

All full-time farms

49

Part-time farms with sales of$5,000 or more

3

$2,500 to $4,999

3

$1,200 to $21499

11

$1 to $1,199

34

All part-time fa rms

51

All fa rms

.____100

There was farm activity among rural nonfarm households also.
More than a third of the nonfarm households lived on trams of
land with 3 or more acres, and almost a fourth of them produced
$150 worth of farm products or more. Almost one-sixth of the
nonfarm households produced at least $150 worth of farm products
other than the home garden, but sold none of it. The latter group
would be classed as residential farms by the census.

Tobacco and Dairy Production

Important

Tobacco farms made up 60 percent of all farms in the sample.
Dairy farms made up 22 percent and was the only other large
type-of-farming group6 (table 3).
• Previous studies have indicated that dairy and tobacco production were profitable enterprises for the area. For example:
Ranney, W. P., Farm Adjustments Related to Changes in Farm Returns in East
Tennessee, 1937 to 1948, Tennessee Agricultural Experiment Station Monograph 261, 1950_
Henderson, H. A., Adjustments in Dairy Farm Organ;;'atioA, Greeneville,
Area, Masters Thesis, University of Tennessee, 1951.
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Tennessee

hble

3.

Type of Farming, 257 Farms, Upper East Tennessee Valley, 1957.

Type of farming'

Farms
Number

Percent

56

21.8

53

20.6

TOBACCO

Tobacco
Tobacco-Da

iry

.ooo.. oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo0000000_00_
... 0000.00000000000

2

Tobacco-livestock

All

12.1

31
00000000000.0000000000000000.00000_00000000_0000000000000000.0.0000000000000

Tobacco·Other

crop'

tobacco

farms

15

5.8

155

60.3

40

15.6

17

6.6

57

22.2

28

10.9

17

6.6

257

100.0

_000000000_000000000_000_00.0.00000000_0000000000000000000_0
__ 0.0_
0000000000.0000.0
.. 0

00.00.0 0.0.0.. 0.0.0.0

0000.. 0.000000000

DAIRY
DairyoTobacco
Other

dairy

.0000000.. 0_.00000000000000000000
.. 00.0.. 000000
.. 0... 0.... 0.... 0000.00... 0.00.. 0_ .. 0.0..

All da iry fa rms
GENERAL
OTHER
All

••• 0••000000
•• 0_0000000000.0000000
.. 0.. 0.0000._00.000000.00.0000000.0.00.000_

0000000.00000000.0
.. 0... 0.. 0.. 000000.000000_00000000000.000_00000000000
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, The first enterprise
named
indicates
that 50 percent
or more
of farm
sales
were
from
that enterprise.
The second
named
indicates
10 to 49 percent
from
that
source
and no
other enterprise
contributed
as much
as 10 percent.
Sales
of both dairy
cattle
and milk
were considered Udairy" sales.
• More than half of sales
other
not a Tobacco-Dairy
farm.
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than
crops.
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of sales

are

than
from

tobacco
tobacco.

are

from
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and

more

than
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half
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of all

other

products.
sales
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Of the tobacco farms, about one-third had no other enterprise
of impomance, a third had dairy as a maj or secondary enterprise,
and almost a third had some other secondary enterprise.
Most dairy farms sold important amounts of tobacco. Most
farmers sold milk to be made into evaporated milk or cheese, and
most of it was sold to two large concerns that have nationwide
markets.
A tenth of all farms were classed "general" because they had
no single enterprise which furnished as much as 50 percent of all
farm sales.
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Debt-Free Owner-Operators

Predominate

Although 84 percent of all farm operators owned land, 60 percent of them were involved in land-rental contraots. Rental contracts were not as standard and inSJtitutionalized in this area as
in many others. Most contracts had at least one unusual feature.
There were no well-defined divisions between farm laborer,
cropper, tenant, or partner. One contract might have features of
all tenancy groups whille the "tenant" also owned some land of his
own. One man might "rent" from several land owners under a
different agreement with eaoh. The flexible arrangements for land
rental, although difficult to describe, heLp in the transfer of land
between households as it becomes desirable to them.
Less than 1 in 5 households obtained housing in ways other
than ownership. Seventy-nine percent of the homes were owned
by the household heads, while 3 percent were owned by other
household members (table 4).
Of those who owned homes, only 1 home in 4 was mortgaged.
Home mortgages were more prevalent among nonfarm than among
farm households. The absence of mortgages expresses the wellknown cultural trait of the people, which puts a premium on being
debt-free.7
For example: Luebke, B. R., Problems Created by the Douglas Reservoir in East Tennessee. Jour. Tenn. Acad. Sci. 29 (4) :pp. 246-259, 1956. Gray, W. T., Population Movements
in the Kentucky Mountains. Rural Social. 10 (4) :pp. 380-386, 1945.
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Table 4.

Methods of Obtaining

Use of Houses, 506 Rural Households,

Upper East Tennessee
Method of obtaining

Valley, 1957.

home

Households
Percent

OWNERSHIP
Owned debt·free ._ _ .•....__
Owned with mortgage ..... __ .._._...........................................................................
Owned by other members of household
Total 'owned

by household

RENTAL:
For cash
With farm _

__

..

_.................................................

__

__

__

__

__

Tota I renta I
OTHER (Not reported,

_._

__
in exchange

59
20
3

__

__ __..__

for service not charged for, etc.)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS

__
. __
.

82

11
5
16
2
100

2·0

PERCENT OF
HOUSEHOLDS

[J

83

80

Nonfarm
Households

•

60

40
20

Farm
Households

2

o

I. Net Cash Income
from
Farming

60

40
20

o

L.....---IL--------------i
Net

Cosh

from

All

Income
Sources

57

60·

40
20

o

L-.Jiiiii~-=-----IIiIiIIL- __

Under

$ 3,000

$ 1,000

and
More

3. Net Earnings
from All Sources
Including
Home
Used Products
Figure 8.

Percentege of households with specified income by three different musures
income, 506 rurel households, Upper Eest Tennessee Velley, 1957.
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IV INCOMES
Net Cash Incomes

of Area Less Than Those of U. S.

Net cash family incomes from all sources are considerably
lower thran those for all households in the Nation. In 1957, they
were:
Households
Income range

Sample

U. S.'
Percent

Under $2,000

42

16

$2,000 to $3,999
$4,000 and more

32
26

23
61

1

Source: U. S. Census Series P-20, No. 83, p. 16.

Cash Incomes

from Farming

Small Part of Total Earnings

Ei,ghty-three percent of all rural households in the study had
less than $1,000 net cash income from farming. Only 2 percent had
$3,000 or more (fig. 8). Forty-nine percent of the households were
classed as nonfarm and therefore had less than $1,000 net cash
income from farming.
The distdburtion of farms by net cash income from farming
was as follows:
Under $1,000 ..
$1,000 to $2,999
$3,000 and over

.
....

.._..
.

.__
.66 percent
... .._..29 percent
.. ..._.. 5 percent

When cash income from all sources was included, the median
income of households was above $2,000. While only 2 percent of
the households had net cash farm incomes of more than $3,000,
43 percent had net cash incomes from all sources of more than
this amount.
Households in the area produce a considerable amount of farm
produots for home use. Because of this, total incomes for the area
are considerably better than net cash income indicates. Fifty-seven
percent of the households had net family earnings of $3,000 or
more when the value of home-used products were included. This
compared wi,th 43 percent that had net cash incomes of $3,000 or
more from all sources, and with 2 percent that had $3,000 or more
net cash income from farming (fig. 8). An average of $900 of
inoome per family was in the form. of perquisites. This was 13
percent of all money income.
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PERCENT

30

20

10

o

Under
499
Net

Figure 9.

500to
999

Family

1,000 to
1,499

Earnings

Per capita earnings of 506 rural households,

Per Capita

Annual

Earnings

1,500 and
over

Per Person

Upper East renne ••ee Valley, 1957.

Almost

$1,000

Almost half of the households had earnings of $1,000 or more
per person in the household in 1957 (fig. 9). About one-ififth had
less than $500 and one-fourth had more than $1,500. The average
earnings were $1,010 for all persons and $1,420 per person 14 and
over.
Level of Living Does Not Reflect Low Cash Income

Despite the low level of cash income, the level of living is not
seriously low. Ninety-seven percent use electricity, 93 percent have
mechanical refrigeration for food, and 89 percent have washing
machines.
Although only half of the households had piped water in the
house at the time of the interview, the proportion would be much
higher now. During the interviews and on later visi,ts to the area,
piped water and associated plumbing conveniences were observed
being instaUed ata rapid rate.
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The 65 percent without telephones reflects the absence of
facilities as well as failure to use those that are available. Telephone service has been extended to many of the rural people since
the survey, especially in Grainger County.
Other facilities reflecting the level of living are:
Item
One or more rooms per person
Automobile
__ __
..__ _.._ _._._
Television .__
Water heater
Complete bathroom
Central heat
-'

Households
Percent
_..__
..__ _
80
75
_
66
39
35
__
21

The level of living among families in the area differed considerably. Of 10 seleoted items that indicate level of living8
1
3
8
13
14
14

percent
percent
percent
percent
percent
percent

had
had
had
had
had
had

9
7
10
11
10

none;
1;
2;
3;
4;
5;
V

percent
percent
percent
percent
percent
of the

had 6;
had 7;
had 8;
had 9; and
had all 10
items.

ADJUSTMENT POTENTIAL

Substantial Underemployment

About half of the households do not have enough work to keep
all employable members fully employed (tahle 5). However, only
one-foum,h of the households have one full-time worker in excess
of their present workload. This means that someone from one of
four households could obtain a nonf.arm job without vacating
another nonfarm job or reducing farm output.
Underemployment is almost as prevalent in households with
nonfarm workers as in households with no nonfarm worker.
Labor Force Growing

More than half of the households reported that they had a
larger laJoor force~in terms of ability to work, but not necessarily
Piped water, water heater, central heat; complete bathroom, power washing machine,
television, automobile, telephone, own house debt-free. and have one or more rooms per
person.
8
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in terms of number of workers-in
DecemJber, 1957, than they had
7 years earlier. However, 40 percent reported a smaller labor force.
Almost half of the families reported that someone in the family
had obtained a nonfarm job within the 7-year period. More than
one-fifth of the households had furnished a nonfarm worker to
areas more than 100 miles away, chiefly to nOI'lthern urban centers.
Seventeen percent of the households reported someone now in the
household who had begun work at a nonfarm job during the preceding 7 years.
Many migmnts from rural areas return to the areas, especially
during periods of unemployment. In the recession year of 1958,
more than two and one-half times as many unemployment compensation claims were collected in Tennessee by workers who had
worked in other states than were collected in other states by
workers who had worked in Tennessee.9 A survey in Grainger
County in 1959 indicated that two-thirds of the migrants from
households in that county would like to return if employment were
available there. Many of them said they would accept less desirable
work than they now have.1o In a nearby Kentucky county, it was
reported that many migrants left during periods of prosperity, but
came back during less prosperous timesY Up to a third of relief
'Tennessee Department of Employment Security, 22nd Annual Report, p. 17.
A. Elliot Williams, Tennessee Department of Employment Security, Unpublished data.
11 Gray, Wayne T., "Population
Movements in the Kentucky Mountains," Rural Sociology,
10 (4): 38(}-386.

1.

Table 5.

Percentage of Households with Specified Amounts of Unused Labor, 506 Rural
Households, Upper East Tennessee Valley, 1957.
Percentage of households with-

Amount of
unused labor'

Full-time,

No full-time,

nonfarm worker

nonfarm worker

present

present

All
households

Percent
None

_

Less than one full-time worker
One or more persons

_
_

33
13
14

15
16
9

48
29
23

_

60

40

100

All households

1 Available
labor in Man Equivalents (adjusted for age, sex, and physical handicaps)
minus estimated labor used for producing farm products and actual days worked at
nonfarm jobs.
Full-time farmwork was either 2,400 hours per Man Equivalent per year OR 300
hours per month for 3 or more months. Adjustments were made for the mechanization
level on individual farms.
.
Full-time nonfarm work was 120 days for seasonal occupations, and 220 days for
nonseasonal occupations.
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recipients in some sample counties of Tennessee during the depression of 1935 had returned from nonfarm employment outside the
countyP
Others Desire Nonfarm Work

One-fourth of the households had members who wanted a fulltime nonfarm job.13 BUit,only about half of these households could
have furnished a full-time worker without reducing the amount of
work being done at the time.
Some factors tha,t are related to the presence of a household
member who desired nonfarm work are:
1) Being able to give up a worker without reducing the present
operakions increases chances cons,iderably. Sixty-seven percent of
these households have one or more per'son who want to do nonfarm
work.
2) A full-time nonfarm worker in the household increases
chances that someone else wants nonfarm work. Twellity-one percent of the households without a nonfarm worker and 30 percent
of those with nonfarm workers had someone who wanted a job.
Both of these faciors work together. Eight of ten households
that could furni's>h another worker without reducing the present
work done, and which had a nonfarm worker, also had another
person who wanted a nonfarm job (table 6).
Allred, Charles E. et. aI., Mobility of Rural Relief Families in Tennessee, Report No.
14. Cooperative Plan of Rural Research,
Tennessee Agricultural
Experiment
Station,

12

1936.

Had actively attempted to obtain, expressed a desire, or in any way indicated to the
household head (at any time), or to the enumerator
(during the interview), that they
would be interested in obtaining any job under any conditions which they would reasonably expect to exist.
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Table 6. Percentage of Households with One or More Persons Desiring a Full-Time Nonfarm
Job, by Amount of Unused Labor, 506 Rural Households, Upper East Tennessee Valley, 1957.
Households with someone who desires
nonfarm work
Full-time,
Amount of
unused labor'

nonfarm worker
present

No full-time,
nonfarm worker
present

All
households

Percent
None
Less than one full-time worker
One or more persons
All households
Available labor (in Man Equivalents
minus estimated labor required for farm
reported.
1

_

9

_
_

20

7
23

21

81

44

67

_

30

21

27

11

adjusted for age, sex, and physical handicaps)
production and actual hours of nonfarm work
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Present

Households

Are Stable

Residents

Although members of the households as separate individuals
have been making adjustments, many household heads are very
immobile. Thirty percent have been in their present homes for 20
years or more and almost 20 percent have not moved for 30 years
or more. Only 28 percent had moved in the last 5 years. For the
nation as a whole, about 20 percent move each year. Years in their
present homes of household heads in the area are:
Resided in present home
Under 5 years
5 to 9 years
10 to 19 years .
.
20 to 29 years .
...__
.
30 years and over ._..
Total

.

Household heads
Percent
.
28
._.
18
.__
._. .. .
24
. .
11
._.._._._....
19

..... ._..
Adjustment

..._.._.100
Potentials

Differ

Many Households Limited in Opportunity
The households were divided into two groups which indicated
adjus,tment and earning abiJi,ty according to characteristics of the
household head. This grouping does not indicate the adjustment
potential of specific individuals wilthin the household but of the
household as a unit led by the househoM head.
Those in group IA usually had little or no possibility of adjustment as a household unit. There were 41 percent of these (ta,ble
7). Within group IB, adjus1tment for nonfarm families-such
as
changing jobs within a company or taking jabs of a similar kind
within the area~ould
be easily made if these adjustments seemed
desirable. Likewise, farmers in group IB could easily make changes
in production practices with the present farm organization or make
minor changes in organization. Eighteen percent of the households
were in group IE. A total of 59 percent of the househo.lds and 56
percent of the individuals were in group I.
More than 60 percent of the household heads in group I were
55 years of .age or more and 30 percent were 65 or over. About 40
percent of them will not live !beyond 10 years if normal mortality
rates are experienced. Another 30 percent are expected to live less
than 20 years. Productive life is often shorter than actual life.
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Table 7.

Adjustment

Potentials,

Adjustment
potential
group

506 Rural Households,

Upper

East Tennessee

Valley,

1957.

Percent
of all
households

Characteristics of
head of household

I. ADJUSTMENT POTENTIAL LIMITED
Group

lA, seriously

limited:
a. 65 years of age or over
b. Physically handicapped
c. Fema Ie head of household

18
.
__.

d. Less than 5 years of schooling
(less dupl ication)'

.
..

.____________ 6
._________
11
.__._.________

41

Total
Group

IB, some

limitation:
Not in IA anda. 55 to 64 years of age

10

b. 45 to 54 years of age with less than 12 years of
schooling and less than $8,000 net worth
Tota I

II. GROUP II, EXTENSIVE ADJUSTMENT
Not in IA or
a. 45 to 54
schooling
b. Under 45

I

59

PRACTICAL
IB andyears of age and either 12 years of
or $8,000 net worth
14
years of age
.______________________________
27

Tota I
Some individuals

had two or more

8

.__________________________________
18
Total Group

1

24
- 18

41
of the characteristics

listed

above.

The short production life expectancy of group I indicates two
things: 1) it is not long enough to justify many to make major
longtime investments or oostly investments that do not have short
pay-out periods, and 2) what resources they have will soon be
available to others. For this group, then, adjustment opportunities
are limi:ted and consist mainly of minor adjustments in their
present farming system or occupation. Of necessity, this group will
make some adjustments of a contractuml nature and will be
limited in expansion possibilities.14 Because of the many persons
with handicaps other than age, major expansion adjustments will
be even more difficult to make. A problem of this group will be to
make the best of the present situation rather than to create a
It has been shown that size of farm (work units per man) decreased
linearly
with
age of operator
until those over 75 had only 10 percent
as large a size of business as
those under 35. See Ranney, W. P., The Labor Force on Tennessee
Farms, Tenn. Agric.
Expt. Sta. Bul. 304, Oct. 1959.

14
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better one. They will also .have problems
present resources profitably.

on how to dispose of

About 41 percent of the household heads are in group II and
can make extensive adjustments. The younger age plus the longer
productive life expectancy will justify and permi,t more extensive
adjustments. The educational, physical, and net worth characteristics also make this group more able to adjust. No attempt i·s made
at this time to further sUl~classify the group as to adjustment
potential, although it is recognized that specific adjus.tments of
individual households may vary in both desirability and ease of
making changes.
Absorbing resources that may be released by group I upon
retirement into profitable farm and nonfarm units will be a major
problem of household heads in group II. Further study is planned
of the adjustment potential of this group after it is divided into
subgroups with similar adjustment potentials. Then opportunities
for improving incomes of these subgroups will be evaluated.
Adjustment Potentials

Reflected in Earnings

Present family earnings of households in group I were considerably lower than for families in group II, although some in group
I have fairly high earnings. Fif,ty-four percent of group I households and only 27 percent of those in group II had family earnings
of less than $3,000. Eleven percent of group I and 22 percent of
group II households had net family earnings of $6,000 or more.
Some of the inoome and personal services of persons in group
of the limited
present earnings of families in group I; because of the difficulties
of improving their incomes; because of the strong indication that
their incomes will decline; and because of the heavy medical,
nursing, and other expenses of the aging. The characteristics
of
these people in group I suggest that maintaining their social and
economic integrity and dignity will be the real problem of the area.
The mere maintaining of self-sufficiency of this group may be a
bold objective.
II may be needed for the care of group I because

Individuals May Leave Household for Economic Opportunity
Within each group of households discussed above are individuals who will enter the labor pool. Some will leave to form new
households. These persons may make adj ustments of many kinds.
Some in the group will attempt to find nonfarm employment
29

locally or at distant places, and some will try to enter agriculture.
According to local employment-security personnel, those under 25
with at least 8 years of schooling can make the adjustment
easiest. At the time of the survey, 202 persons were aged 14 to 25
inclusive and had at least 8 years of schooling. This is about 7
percent of the total population in the sample. About 2 percent
enter this group each year. Because of the declining birthrate in
the area since about 1950, the number entering this group is
expeoted to decline somewhat in future years.
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